Research Update Meeting 2007 - SARE Project 2007 by DeMoranville, Carolyn J
University of Massachusetts Amherst
ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst
Cranberry Station Extension meetings Cranberry Station Outreach and Public ServiceActivities
2007
Research Update Meeting 2007 - SARE Project
2007
Carolyn J. DeMoranville
University of Massachusetts - Amherst, carolynd@umext.umass.edu
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umass.edu/cranberry_extension
Part of the Horticulture Commons
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Cranberry Station Outreach and Public Service Activities at ScholarWorks@UMass
Amherst. It has been accepted for inclusion in Cranberry Station Extension meetings by an authorized administrator of ScholarWorks@UMass
Amherst. For more information, please contact scholarworks@library.umass.edu.
Recommended Citation
DeMoranville, Carolyn J., "Research Update Meeting 2007 - SARE Project 2007" (2007). Cranberry Station Extension meetings. 58.
Retrieved from https://scholarworks.umass.edu/cranberry_extension/58
Water and plant canopy management:
sanding, pruning, irrigation, drainage
SARE Project
C. DeMoranville, H. Sandler, J. Vanden Heuvel, A. 
Averill, M. Sylvia, F. Caruso, B. Suhayda
UMass Amherst Cranberry Station
The primary goal is to develop, demonstrate, 
and implement grower-identified practices to:
 Improve water and canopy management
 Reduce costs and improve pest management 
pruning (and use as an alternative to sanding) 
irrigation scheduling
drainage improvement 
bed sanitation 
integrated nutrient management 
Low-cost practices with potential to increase 
fruit quality and contribute to pesticide reduction
Integrated approach
Demonstration sites –
sanding and pruning
The focus of these demonstration sites is to 
look at integrating a cycle of pruning into the 
sanding cycle to extend the interval between 
sanding
Side- by –Side  Comparisons
Sanding,  followed  by  pruning  at  some  
set  interval
 2 yr, 3 yr, or  4 yr+
Goal: 4  sites  for  each  combination 
2006 – 3 each of 2 yr, 3 yr; 1 of 4+ yr
Sanded  whole  piece  in  03-04
EXAMPLE
Prune
half
in
2006
Sanded  whole  piece  in  03-04
2 - yr  interval
Pruned in Spring 2006 – Evaluated in the fall
2.7234224No4+
11.3264212Yes4+
12.4122105No3
6.73325Yes3
6.5525383No3
1.2478455Yes3
1.0224211No3
10.0350298Yes3
0.9235224No2
19.8428320Yes2
8.6463420No2
4.7335319Yes2
4.7374333No2
0.8252230Yes2
% RotPotential YieldYieldPruned?Years since sand
Sanding vs. Pruning 
Experiment
THE EFFECTS OF 
SANDING AND PRUNING ON THE 
CANOPY MICROCLIMATE AND 
YIELD OF ‘STEVENS’ CRANBERRY
Brett Suhayda
Graduate Student
University of Massachusetts Amherst
Replicated study at Rocky bog
Establish in Spring 2006
2-3 years
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Figure 1: Split-plot design for Pruning vs. Sanding experim ent 

Levels
Pruning
à Control (0 passes)
à Light (single pass)
à Medium (2 passes)
à Heavy (3 passes)
Sanding
à Control (0 cm)
à Light (1.5 cm)
à Medium (3.0 cm)
à Heavy (4.5 cm)
Pruning
Control Heavy
Light Medium
Sanding
Control Heavy
Light Medium
Results – Yield 
(ft sq est.)
Pruning vs. Sanding
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Results – Yield
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Results – Light Penetration
Pruning vs. Sanding
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Results – Light Penetration
July vs. Aug
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More Results
Spray penetration unaffected by 
treatment and intensity
Leaf wetness data is still under analysis
Conclusions - yield
In the first year, pruning treatments 
show higher yield than sanding (in foot 
square sampling)
Low intensity treatment plots had best 
yield but after that yield declined with 
intensity
Conclusions – light penetration
Sanded treatments showed higher light 
penetration
Light penetration increased as 
treatment severity increased
From July to August, light penetration 
decreased for all treatments (vine cover 
increased)
Questions?
SARE Grower Survey
Filled out last year
These are the results
We will survey again next winter
186 responses
 78% were the decision maker for that farm
 ~10,000 acres represented (but may be some 
duplication)
Sanding - methods
58%56%1%N/A
04%05%Rail
2%43%2%44%On vine
1%14%2%20%Barge
40%95%43%93%Ice
PreferredUse next 
5 years?
PreferredUsed Last 
5 years?
Method
**
Sanding – target depth/frequency
What is your normal 
target?
 ¼” 1%
 ½” 44%
 ¾” 27%
 1” 38%
 1½” 2%
 Other 3%
How close do you get?
 Close 54%
 Variable 41%
 Not close   5%
How often do you sand?
 Yearly 1%
 2 yrs 8%
 3 yrs 73%
 4 yrs 8%
 5 yrs 16%
 Never 2%
Sanding – why?
Pest management 76%
Improved growth 93%
Light penetration 42%
Pesticide penetration 25%
Harvest ease 25%
Yield increase 2%
Color 2%
Less rot 2%
Root growth 2%
Drainage/other 1%
Pruning vs. Sanding
Beds you sand but 
never prune?
 Yes  64%
 No   36%
Beds you prune but 
never sand?
 Yes   9%
à 18% yearly
à 18% every 2 yrs
à 24% every 3 yrs
 12% every 5 yrs
à 71% as needed
Pruning vs. Sanding
Beds you sometimes sand and sometimes prune?
 Yes   58%
à 8% yearly
à 8% every 2 yrs
à 19% every 3 yrs
à 26% every 5 yrs
à 61% as needed
Do you intentionally alternate sanding and 
pruning?
 Yes 15% No 76% N/A 9%
Pruning - methods
What intensity?
 Light (<1/3 t) 45%
 Medium (1/2 -1/3t) 36%
 Heavy (1+ t) 1%
When?
 Spring 66%
 Fall 32%
 Other 2%
What equipment?
 None 6%
 Dry harvester 34%
 Wet harvester 36%
 Manual knife 27%
 Other 17%
à NJ Pruner
à Motorized knife
à Gravley
à Hay rake
à John Deere
à St Jacques pruner
Pruning – why?
Pest management 27%
Improved growth 68%
Light penetration 56%
Pesticide penetration 20%
Harvest ease 44%
Vines for planting 30%
Nutrient Management
Do you use slow release 
fertilizer?
 Yes 38%
à IBDU  49%
à AMA, urea, nutralene, 
osmocote
 No 59%
When do you apply 
slow release materials?
 Bud break 5%
 Set 19%
 Post-set 9%
 Spring 51%
 Summer 28%
Nutrient Management
Do you use custom blend fertilizer?
 Yes 41%
à 18-8-12
à 10-7-26
à 21-8-11
 No 44%
9% very low P 
formulations
Irrigation Scheduling
How do you decide 
when to irrigate?
 Water float 8%
 1”/wk 55%
 Tensiometer 6%
 Touch 53%
 Temperature 3%
 Weather 2%
 Soil probe 6%
If no rain for a week in 
summer – how often?
 1 6%
 2 47%
 3 48%
 >3 7%
 As needed   4%
(write in)
Irrigation Scheduling
How long do you 
irrigate?
 1 hr 1%
 2 hr 15%
 3 hr 52%
 4 hr 43%
 >4 hr 9%
What time of day?
 Night 4%
 Before 6 am 81%
 After 7 pm 12%
 Mid-day 2%
 Other   5%
à 6-9 or 10 am
à After 4 pm
Drainage - less
Have you filled interior ditches?
 Yes 32%
à Renovation
à Ease of management
à Ease of harvest
Drainage - more
Have you installed 
submerged drainage?
 Yes 65%
à Tile 6%
à Pipe  85%
à Gravel  43%
à Pipe/stone  7%
Do you plan to install submerged 
drainage?
 Yes 51%
à Tile 9%
à Pipe 83%
à Gravel  34%
à Pipe/stone  6%
Why?
 Wet spots     65%
 Bog too wet  31%
 Replace surf. ditch  18%
 Disease man.  22%
 Picking  3%
See you after lunch
Be back here at 1:30
